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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR 


IN THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS 


MATTHEW ESCALANTE 


Case No, 2:23-CV02130 


and always Next Friend and DAD for ) 
et al, S.J.E, & S.G.E Minor Children ) 
Plaintiffs ) 
vs. ) alternatively also 
) a similar copy 
PAUL WILLIAM BURMASTER ) for 2:23-CV02529 Escalante 
in his official capacity as district judge ) ha oer han prdor o lama 
Defendant submitted separately, 


PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTION TO DOC 34 & 
MOTION TO CHANGE VENUE PURSUANT SECTION 


1404(a) OF THE JUDICIAL CODE 


To the Honorable Judged John Broomes, Honorable Magistrate Judge Teresa James, 
Honorable Jaage Toby Crouse, and Honorable Laura Vratil, the Plaintiff hereby 


respectfully su 


mits this Motion to Change Venue of Escalante federal proceedings pursuant 


to Section 1404(a) of the Judicial Code. In Support of this Motion the Plaintiff respectfully 
states facts of all Escalante proceedings to be with grounds for Section 1404a Transfer: 


1, 


2. 


3. 


Section 1404(a) of Title 28 provides that: "for the convenience of parties and 
witnesses, in the interest of justice, a district may transfer any civil action to 
any other district where it might have been brought." Any party, including 
plaintiff, may move for a transfer under 28 U,S.C.§ 1404(a) 


The Plaintiff respectfully shows the Facts that consideration should be 
pirea to Escalante vs Burmaster 2:23-CV02130 with New Evidence from 

ECO of Letter and Notice to File Lawsuit and also transfer request of Escalante vs 
City of Gardner Police Department as is directly related to Escalante vs. Burmaster 


2:23-CV02130, or Burmaster I. 


The Primary Claim of Burmaster I, is Doc 262 from Johnson County Case 
18-CV03813 regarding a no-contact gag order restricting filings that was 
im lemented by the Defedant Judge Paul Burmaster of the division 14 family 
court of Johnson County, KS, 
a. The Plaintiff entered into the federal judiciary on Good Faith and 
evidence that the Doc 262, was implented in a clear abuse of discretion 
by District Judge Burmaster on March 20, 2023. 


b. The Plaintiff entered the Burmaster I lawsuit under IFP or In 
Forma Pauperis terms, This granted the Court to withhold 
summons upon further review of the Court per Magistrate James 


the Order Granting IFP in Burmaster I case, but full due process not given. 


c. The High Court has errored in its assessment in ORDER ADAPTING 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS in Burmaster I. Now, 
the Plaintiff proceeds pro se, this is bottom line of non-expectation 
he holds of any deviation of the Court to facilitate in his inexperience. 
That is not expected by the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff however is not 
attempting to challenge a decision or ruling in Burmaster I, through 
this motion, this is a motion supporting 1404a transfer, Statutory 
grounds of which a Large High Court trial error has been made 
in Burmaster I of Doc 262. And Burmaster I,II,III, show many void court 
orders being made by Defendant Burmaster regarding Plaintiff father 
and several other void div 14 orders are case record exhibits, ignored. 


d. There is/are State Court orders issued by Defendant Burmaster that 
have been reviewed by this High Court and one of those Court Orders 
is Doc 262 (18-CV03813) and Burmaster I lawsuit entered under IFP 
terms had a summons withheld as was process of the Court by default 
to take in the lawsuits as such. Plaintiff understands reasonings of why 
a federal judiciary needs to have such a process in Place regarding IFP 
entries. It's very important to have that in place. But the Plaintiff shows 
in Burmaster I, then and now, that Doc 262 WAS a clear abusive of 
discretion by Defendant Burmaster. 
1. ‘Abuse of Discretion’ not shown by Plaintiff against Burmaster 
was deemed in the Magistrates mention of the topic in Doc 30 
2:23-CV02130 Reports and Recommendation essentially 
2. The Judge John Broomes handling Burmaster II, III states of (I) 
Escalante's objection, even liberally construed, identifies no 
error within the R&R. It focuses on Escalante's view of the 
merits of his case and the inequity of his situation in the 
state-court case(s), but it does not identify any mistakes of’ 
fact or errors of law in the R&R. See Doc. 30. The R&R 
noted that “[a] state judge is absolutely immune from § 1983 
liability except when the judge acts ‘in the clear absence of 
all jurisdiction.” Doc. 29 at 4 (quoting Stump v. Sparkman, 
435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978)). It found that Burmaster is a 
Kansas judge who presides over Escalante’s civil custody matter 
and that Burmaster's action in that case, including restricting 
Escalante's communications with the court, was “within the 
scope of his judicial duties.” Id. at 5-7. In short, Burmaster 
was acting in his judicial capacity, and Escalante had not 
demonstrated any evidence to the contrary. Id. at 5-7, 12-13 
The R&R ultimately recommended that “all of [Escalante's] 
claims against [Burmaster] be dismissed as barred by judicial 
immunity.” Id. at 7. Escalante did not respond to this immunity 
issue. See Doc. 30 
3. Plaintiff contends and it is important at this point, with new 
evidence of Defendant Burmaster acting far outside of his 
judicial pai regarding Doc 262 Order os Filings 
of Plaintiff in Johnson County proceedings, that the Court receivec 
a valid Doc 33 Rule 60B motion weeks ago and it showed Error of 
Law that was asked to overcome the R&R or Judgement Rule 60b. 
4, On March 12, 2024The Federal Agency of the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission has granted and handed to the 
Plaintiff father Matthew Escalante, a Letter and Notice of Right 
to File Lawsuit in the United States Federal Court for the Charge 
of Discrimination against the 10th District/State of Kansas 
directly relating to Doc 262, and the Reasonable Cause that is 
showing of the ORDER RESTRICTING MATTHEW 
ESCALANTE'S CONTACT WITH THE COURT(Doc 262) has 
been without jurisdiction from its inception upon several factual 
grounds, and those all shown in 2:23-CV02130 prior in the 
2023 case and exhibits of the pre-trial proceedings. 

a. Case Records and the Summary Authorities Written 
by the Kansas Supreme Court is document that 
compiled caselaw of Kansas rulings and Orders 
Restricting Filings. And theres parts in the Summary 


Rules page 12 and 13, verify that prior Kansas Rulings 
and gag orders restricting filings in the state must 

fall into place with a few standards of what is on the 
document of Filing Restrictions. Page12Section V of 
the Summary of Authorities cites and states Lynn, 26 
Kan. App 2d at 82. And section (E) on page 13 

lays precedent that Doc 262 just like the order 
restricting filings in State vs Lynn needs to have a 

date of expiration that the filing restrictions are 

lifted as the Kansas Supreme Court gave Court Findings 
that complete termination of Filings Court Documents 
in the State of Kansas was not acceptable and was 
improper of a Court to attempt to do for eternity. 


1. Doc 262 clearly doesn't list any dates that 
Mr Escalante's county filing restrictions are to 
be lifted and that means Doc 262 is counter to 
prior Kansas Rulings of Orders Restricting 
Filings. 


b, Doc 262 is therefore Discriminatory. As only 
Matthew Escalante's filings are deemed 
permissible by the Johnson County court to not 
be allowed entry counter to State court rulings 
and prior caselaw precedents. 


1. The Johnson County court cannot ay 
the complete bar of Constitutiona 
14th Amendment right of Access to the 
Courts. The Summary of Authorities 
only leans into the realm of complete 
permanent restrictions in RARE 
cirmcumstances and the Kansas 
Supreme Court could not list any case 
where that was acceptable practice as the 
one case at that time that showed a 
complete bar of Access to the Courts 
was State vs Lynn, and the decision 
was reversed after review in Lynn 26. (1996 


2. If the Johnson County court believes the 
could or can justify that against Plaintiffs 
14th Amendment Rights, it should 
express caution of statements because 
any on hae a given by the JoCo court 
or Defendant Burmaster is 100% countered 
in the Courts Actions at the time that 
were completely opposite of any notion 
that Plaintiff had become a ‘Menace to 
Court society’ essentially in that.... 


3. The EEOC Letter and Notice verifies that 
Plaintiff was actually being Invited and 
Welcomed into the Court by JoCo recruiters 


and he had good raport showing in admissible 
evidence emails spanning two years of time 
that showed healthy interactions with 
Johnson County Courthouse staff, all of them 
except the Defendant's chamber has stated 
different and there is still facts that remain 
for the discrimination lawsuit to come, that 
either the Div 14 court or the Plaintiff is 

not being honest in its assessment 

regarding Doc 262 Order Restricting. 


1. There are so many new facts in 
the EEOC facts and findings that 
support Doc 262 as being 
discriminatory over Mr Escalante 
not just against the Constitution 
but also against federal statutes 
of anti-discrimination laws. 


2. Doc 262 is then now further seen as 
without proper jurisdiction and 
entirely prejudice in that the 
Plaintiff moved in the district court 
of Johnson Co, many times to vacate 
and the Defendant Charles Droege 
has placed a ‘Blanket Restriction on 
all future filings over Mr E. 

So now Plaintiff can't docket a notice 
of appeals, as he also had been trying 
for 9 months now. at least 5 times 
submitted and those are not being 
docketed by JoCo OUT OF COUNTY 
JUDGE, in plaintiff's proceedings 

in 18CV03813 and 22CV03391(prot 
order case) 


3. Parties must be transparent with 
each other on what is occurring 
in Johnson County civil court 
regarding Mr Escalante'’s filings. 
It’ is not what Defendant Burmaster 
has been projecting by those false 
statements in doc 262, its a different 
picture that he as a family court judge 
should not be engaged in as this is 
all largely violating Rules of 601b that 
he is governed under to follow. 


4. The EEOC Notice of Right to Sue 
is a third party federal Toeren that 
supports after agency review, that 
the RARE occasion that is mentioned 
in Kansas Supreme Court Summary of 
Authorities and notion of any person 
actually deserving a total bar of 14th 


Amendment Right of Access to the 
Courts cannot apply to the Plaintiff 
because the JoCo Recruiting Teams 
continued outreach to the Father 
Matthew Escalante in Dec 2023 

for initial interview and then Open 
Pending Considerations of Potential 
Hire are actions by JoCo that give 
objection to any statement that 
later came from the Court AFTER 
the issuance of Doc 262 on March 
20, 2023. 


. Doc 262 is unconstitutionally, 
depriving 14th amendment rights 
by deceptive design of Defendant 
District judge Buramaster for now 
over 12 months. And the EEOC 
grants Consent with Letter and 
Notice to File New Lawsuit for a charge 
of Discrimination in this Federal 
Court against the 10th District 
State of Kansas and the Undersigned 
of that federal notice is Director 
Director David Davis of the EEOC. 


. This High Court of 2:23-CV02130 
held a piece of Doc 262 already in this 
Court but it WAS NOT with claims 

of anti-discrimination federal statute 
specifics AT ALL. It was vacant of such 
topic of TITLE VII of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and anti discrimination. 
And that is FACT. 


. A Johnson County doc 262 Federal 
Anti-Discrimination Lawsuit is NOT 
Barred from this federal judiciary 
because of the above and put in 
relation to the Res Judicata and 
Collateral Estoppel. This is now 
the EXCEPTION status and the 
new Lawsuit cannot be barred from 
entry. And Constitutional Fairness 
should be granted to the Plaintiff 
with the EEOC notice of consent. 


. But Federal Judge John Broomes has 
placed the following over the Plaintiff 
in Burmaster II, lawsuit. (noting 
Burmaster II lawsuit was asked to be 
dismissed by Defendant Burmaster 
upon the Grounds only that Burmaster 
I, was said to have validity by him and 
in the County proceedings from which 


it came from in prejudice ordering in 
18-CV03813. 

John Broomes in 2:23-CV02471 in Doc 
53, joins with defendant Burmaster 

in making claims of Abusive Litigation 
of Plaintiff. And then Honorable 
Broomes restricts Filings of Plaintiff. 
There was not fairness or full review 

of facts present in that decision 
respectfully of Honorable Broomes. 
And he is Honorable Broomes, Plaintiff 
respects the Courts and judicial positions 
but come on, Plaintiff had $21 Million 
dollars of demands in Punitive and 
Compensatory lawsuits on the table 
and now Federal Judge Broomes is 

seen attaching to Doc 262 county 
statements of Defendant Burmaster, 
and when Doc 262 is without proper 
jurisdiction and not-enforceable. As this 
Court is aware that Plaintiff has had no 
choice but to continue to litigate his 
county cases against the Doc 262 court 
order and not because Mr. Escalante 
and any point set out to Challenge 
anyone's authority. This was done so 
of moving against Doc 262 in johnson 
county underneath of it because the 
Defendant Chief Judge suspended 
District Judge Burmaster from the 
Plaintiff's custody cases and Chief 

is now affirmed in the county dockets 
as improperly withholding a children’s 
custody case from one of the 
Representing parties so that they 
cannot litigate into and Restore the 
case to Best Interest conditions that the 
Suspended judge has altered and while 
acting in clear absence of all jursidiction. 


1. Example, Doc 262 that is not 
able to be enforced as plaintiff 
has moved underneath of it 
in 4 cases and two of them are 
against Burmaster as a Defendant 
in his own Court. 23-CV06700 
and 23-CV00369. Whats 
happening there in those cases 
of presiding Chief Judge in a 
Protection Order Writ of 
Mandamus 23-CV06700 case. 
The evidence is being shown that 
was also given to Judge John 
Broomes in 2:23-CV02471 and 


2:23-CV02559 Escalante vs. 
Burmaster federal lawsuits that 
dismissed only on the reliance 
that Burmaster I is not subject to 
complete reversal essentially in a 
new lawsuit that discovers what 
the exhibits in all these cases 

still shows is true of Burmaster, 
and that's actions that he has taken 
from the Bench that ARE NOT 
part of his judicial capacity. 
Clear Absence of All Jurisdiction 


a. Example is in this Police 
Lawsuit seeking injunctive 
relief from what Defendant 
Burmaster is doing to me 
while in clear absence of all 
jurisdiction on oct 18, 2023 
and Aug 10, 2023. 


b. The Police lawsuit of 
2:23-CV02529 contains 
county document (Doc 27) 
Doc 27 is a copy of Doc 26. 
Its an Extended Order of 
Protection that has NO 
JURISDICTION as its 
in evidence transcripts 
10.18.23 Burmaster admits 
that he didn't attach the 
prior extended order of 
protection 22CV03391 to 
its original order when 
he served a FLAWED order 
of Extended Protection of 
22CV03391 but it was done 
in the case of 18CV03813 
a custody case of my baby 
girls. 


c. There is multiple problems with 
the above transpiring as such, 
those problems are the 
Grounds for the Plaintiff's 
Motion for Transfer of Venue 
of this Case and for the 
new EEOC lawsuit about to 
enter, Both of them, when 
fair and impartial judge in the 
District of Kansas boils down 
this entire pleading to it being 
all fact, with a small potential 
deviance of opinion of Plaintiff 


and even with the doctrines 
of Res Judicata and Collateral 
Estoppel having been applied, 
the High Court may contest 
to something being non fact, 
but it has not to Date and that 
is concerning to the Plaintiff 
as the Lower District Court 
just caused a whole wreckage 
path of misconduct to the 
point of why does it appear 
Judge John Broomes has 
moved against Immunities 

of the Plaintiff by his birth 

in the States when the 
Defendant is the one who 
shows loss of immunity 

the commission of crime 

is showing by Defendant 
Burmaster on Oct 18, 2023 
of KSA 21-5907. Simulating 
the Legal Process Personal 
Service of Extended Order 

of protection but Burmaster 
did it with old outdated docs 
and in the wrong case never 
notating a sufficient 

process of service under 
Kansas Law of Notice of 
protection order KSA 
60-31a08. Judge Broomes is 
even seen re-iterating of what 
Plaintiff speaks of the 
Extended Order not having 
18USC2265 Certification when 
served on Aug 10, 2023. 

The Police Chief of Gardner 
Police department has 
statements now in admissible 
evidence that she allows sees 
that Aug 10, Extended Order 
of Protection was ‘Flawed’ 

as the words she used and she 
perceived a ‘Cure’ was applied 
by Defendant Burmaster on 
Oct 18, 2023. 

No, cure was able to be applied 
to October 18, 2023 simulation 
of process service by personal 
service plaintiff because it 
shows in transcripts as being 
projected but it was old oldated 
expired documents. And all 
parties show cognizance of 


Burmasters commission of 

a crime of KSA 21-5907 

on October 18, 2023 that 

I asked for relief by injunction 
from Judge John Broomes in 
2:23-CV02471 and Broomes 
shows a course of conduct of 
ignoring Stump vs Sparkman 
precedent set that a criminal 
statute being purposely 
violated by a sitting family 
court div 14 judge is by 

no stretch in Burmasters 

job capacity to do. The 
Federal Judiciary has shown 
Favor against the Plaiintiff's 
immunities of the 14th 
amendment by letting judge 
Burmaster dismiss on these 
matters, as the origins of 

his dismissals all stem back to 
Burmaster I, where Burmaster 
knows he issued Doc 262 
against prior Kansas rulings 
without an expiration date 
on it and Burmaster has led a 
deviant course of deception 
to avoid accountability. He 
used Greg Goheen and 
assumably tax payer money 
to retain that attorney. 


d. The Kansas Attorney General 
is now having to do it. 

And the Kansas Supreme Court 
now has two pending dockets 
to deal with Buramster void 
orders just brought into this 
High Court also but they 
were dismissed and not on any 
ground that it was not FACT 
that Plaintiff presented. There 
is no presumption of personal 
opinion being shown or 
supported in these cases by the 
high court either, These are 
facts and the presumption that 
Plaintiff will lay out that he 
would hope a Motion to Change 
Venue consider now in fair light 
Burmaster II should have been 
granted ONE TIME the Rule 15 
provision of WHERE JUSTICE 
SO REQUIIRES amendment to 


pleading to be best, then it should 


be freely granted to a party. 
Rule 15(a)(2) Cited. 


Plaintiff would not expect a Rule 
15 provision as such be given 
to him but one time when he 
became cognizant that b/c 
Burmaster I transpired as it 
did then he could not re-use that 
claim in Burmaster II. I didn't 
know that. But now looking at 
facts, of exception doctrines of 
Res Judicata and Collateral 
Estoppel, it appears very 
questionable as to why that suit 
was not terminated of Res and 
Collateral or nor allowed 
Rule 60 applied later, as Broomes 
stated in denial of Rule 60 
motion, nothing really. The 
encompassing "Frivilous” is 
prejudice, in the Kansas Attorney 
General is gathering a public 
protection report that will not 
have the KORA document 
that must be available from 
Oct 18, 2023. Burmaster 
tampered with protection orders 
in my little custody case and 
Broomes looked right at the 
case records and implemented 
#1) A BAR On Plaintiff's future 
filings and a Restriction on 
Efiling while he dismissed 
Burmaster II after seeing 
the case record evidence of 
a simulated process serving 
of a DV order without juris. 


#2) And Broomes has now 
affected the case of 
2:23-CV02471, 
and the 8M dollar suit 
of 2:23-CV02491 and 
he also dismissed the 
Chief Judge lawsuit that 
was asking Dept of Children 
and families review when 
Broomes dismissed it. 
and Broomes is now slated to 
preside over 2:23-CV02529 
that presents case records and 
show cause to come that shows 


the Defendant Gardner 

Police Dept just attempted to 
de-fraud the Plaintiff with 
false affidavit statements that 
are shown as false from Sgt. 
Miguel Viruetes, as AFFIANT 
in JoCo case 23-DV00908 
being moved against the Plaintif] 
until now. The GPD is open 
to civil liability from obvious 
incorrect and non factual 
statement in Affadavit from 
GPD on July 5, 2023 in case 
23-DV00908 State Vs Escalante 
Viruetes is not even part of the 
case, and it shows of his 
non-knowledge and baseless 
allegations in that he counters 
the entire alleged reporting. 


That's forms of statments of 
retaliation by fraud criminal 
filings against Plaintiff by JoCo. 


There must be relief from all the 
above fact as the Section 1983 
stops that from occurring but 
not if the Kansas Federal 
Judiciary is making too many 
errors while handling it, 
respectfully. 

Example Doc 262 that just 

had to go to the Supreme Court 
in a docket last week, as Judge 
Toby Crouse gives counter 
statements to what the 
respectful, Magistrate gave 

the whole case of 2:23-CV02130. 
Two weeks ago Hon. Crouse, 
denied a Rule 60 motion from 
plaintiff that cited High Court 
error qualified under Rule 60 
with case law and also the 
Summary of Authorities of 
prior Kansas Rulings that 

doc 262 is unconstitutional’ 
and known to be so by the 
Issuer Burmaster, its deliberate 
judicial misconduct and 
deception of the federal judicary 
by him in actions of these federal 
proceedings with how he 

gas lighted out of here. 
Respectfully. 


Crouse stated in doc 34, completely 
different reasonings than then respectfully 
what the Magistrate Judge James gave in 

the Reports and Recommendations gave 

in the course of this 2:23-CV02130 lawsuit. 
First, Magistrate stated Clear Absence 
probable cause was not showing and the 

case dismissed and it was undersigned Toby 
Crouse who effectuated the Order Adopting 
Reports and Recommendations in Doc 

31. Federal Judge John Broomes summarizes 
Doc 31 in 2:23-CV02471, months later in this 
words in his Broomes Judgement/Order of 


Burmaster II Lawsuit finding, Broomes wrote 
See id., Doc. 31. Judge Crouse adopted the 
analysis by Magistrate Judge James that Judg 
e Burmaster was entitled to absolute judicia 
immunity. 


That is a totally different direction of what 
Crouse stated in Doc 34 weeks ago. 

And the Order is subject to federal collateral 
attack in that federal case 2:23-CV02130 

or the magistrate would have not it progress 
without immediately dismissing it. The 

suit was tossed in june on immunity claims 
jursidiction reasonings as it was proper venue. 


And under 10th Circuit Collateral Doctrine 
and Graham v Connor 490 US 386 396 

John Broomes reviewed the exhibits in 
2:23-CV02471 that were also presented later 
too in 2:23-CV02559, and there's a criminal 
statute violation by a family judge burmaster 
in a johnson county children's custody case 

of Plaintiffs on Oct 18, 2023 transcripts from 
18CV03831, Judge burmaster handed reprints 
of an expired flaws Aug 10, 2023 stapled to 

a same expired original final order all on Oct 
18, 2023 in simulation when is seen the 
exhibits of all these federal cases that are 
pretending that they dont see it respectfully. 
Or perhaps Honorable Broomes or Honorable 
Crouse will clarify their dismissal of Plaintiffs 
objections to case dismissals other than 
stating as in Doc 34, Crouse says denied 
‘amongst other reasons’. What are those 
reasons Judge Crouse, respectfully, as it 

is appearing the only reason is prejudice 

a plaintiff is Pro Se and Defendant is a family 
court judge? Plaintiff motions for change 
of venue to be appropriate course for parties, 
at this point. 


WHEREFORE, the above facts and few are opinion that stray from any fact. Plaintiff is 
far from perfect or legally precise but he takes notes and checks all of them. These Escalante 
proceedings are showing from a third party perspective of being handled by the District of 
Kansas in a manner that is Prejudice and Bias against a Pro Se and case record evidence of 
Defendant Burmaster having participated in the Commission of Crimes from the Bench, 
specifically directly referenced on Oct 18, 2023. The Presiding Judge of that federal 
proceeding in Honorable Judge John Broomes, and it is clear that the interest of actions 
taken by the High Court are intending to favor against Judicial Codes a condition that 

the Defendant granted all favorable rulings as Broomes looked away and then precluded 

the evidence of KSA 21-5907 to the extent that he shut the Plaintiff's voice off 
unconstitutionally and that has forced on the Kansas Attorney General Protection Office 
now to have pick up the liability that this Court should have addressed of loss of Burmaster 
II immunities. Motion for Change of Venue is appropriate now for Escalante vs City of 
Gardner lawsuit as a Show Cause is ready to be given that shows in now even more case 
records that Burmaster knowingly extended an expired court order against the Law and 
Plaintiff on Oct 18, 2023 and Burmaster then knows the expired order Doc 26, also has 

a duplicate Doc 27 sitting at the GPD from Aug 10, 2023. Burmaster is forcing void orders 
onto the PD as if they don't have a hard enough job without Burmasters crap, respectfully. 
The proof of Plaintiff claim of Doc 27 and Doc 26 from Aug 10 2023 are found in KORA 
investigation being led by Kris Kobach as Doc 26 and Doc 27, were issued on Aug 10 in’ 
22CV03391 and there were flawed, the PoliceChief also cites as such, and Burmaster 
attempts and commits a crime on Oct 18 2023 with Re-Serving Doc 26 and not putting it 
in any formal record. What about Doc 27, that needed to be re-served on GPD and 
Burmaster is just sweeping that crime under the rug and the GPD knows Doc 27 is 

also facially invalid as Doc 26 was, you can't cure one on Mr Escalante and pretend that 
Doc 27 isn't still out there over 40 police officers with an Oppressive Pretense from Burmaste 
court. Right? This Court is not willing to look at those facts. Motion to Change Venue 
please to the Texas Federal Judiciary or 5th Circuit please, as these matters reeks of the facts 
of Prejudice and the federal statute of section 1404a, change of venue states for interest 

of justice and Plaintiff's constitutional immunities from State harm of officers who lost 
immunity like Burmaster did on Oct 18, 2023. This request made of Escalante federal 
proceedings and with new Evidence in EEOC fact and finding that EEOC grants a 

federal entry to the Plaintiff of matters that were dismissed in 2:23-CV02130, but now new 
suit has a charge and reasonable cause of Discrimination claims and loss mitigation by an 
attorney on behalf of Escalante, but the Federal Judiciary refuses to see that Doc 262 is 
counter to prior rulings and discriminatory. The new Buramster suit cannot be fairly heard 
in KS. Broomes cancelling the Constitution for the Plaintiff is not the proper way to handl. 
these matters, respectfully these things are said, believe me. But this Plaintiff's future being 
mishandled in constitutional loss in the KS high court. 

This Matter and all Escalante matters must be transferred please. 

Plaintiff feels this the most respectful action to take then to keep blowing whistles. I'm 

just trying to be a father y'all, venue change please. 


Thank you for the considerations of the facts of prejudice against Pro Se. 


JOT 


Matthew Escalante 

733 Hemlock St 
Gardner, KS 66030 
Phone 913-286-2250 
Fax no fax 

Email eskie678@a0l.com 
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